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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on an appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1-7 which are all of the clains in the application.

The subject matter on appeal relates to a nethod of form ng
a bond between a rubber body and a surface of a body such as a
vehi cl e nount bracket nenber which has been coated with an epoxy
resin cured at least to an immobile filmat roomtenperature.

The nmet hod conprises pressing a chlorinated surface of the



Appeal No. 2000-10297
Application No. 08/867,617

rubber body agai nst the epoxy resin-coated surface and heati ng
t he rubber body and the epoxy resin-coated surface to a bond-
form ng tenperature and mai ntaining the pressure and tenperature
for a time sufficient to formthe bond.

Thi s appeal ed subject matter is adequately illustrated by
I ndependent clains 1 and 7 which reads as foll ows:

1. A nmethod of form ng a bond between a first bracket
menber and a resilient rubber body containing at | east 40 wei ght
percent of at |east one of polyisoprene rubber or neoprene in a
vehi cl e nount conprising a first bracket nenber, a second
bracket menber and said resilient rubber body sandw ched between
sai d bracket nenbers, said nmethod conpri sing

formng on a surface of at |east one of said bracket
menber s
a coating of an epoxy resin cured at least to an immbile film
at room tenperat ure,

chlorinating a surface of said rubber body provided that
sai d body does not inherently contain chlorine in the form of
neopr ene rubber,

pressing said chlorinated surface agai nst said epoxy resin-
coated surface, and

heating said rubber body and bracket to a bond-form ng
tenperature and mai ntaining said pressure and tenperature for
atime sufficient to formsaid bond.

7. A nmethod for formng a bond between a rubber body
contai ning at |east 40 percent by wei ght of polyisoprene rubber
and
a surface of a body coated with an epoxy resin cured at |east to
an imobile filmat roomtenperature, said nethod conprising
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chlorinating a surface of said rubber body,

pressing said chlorinated surface against said epoxy resin
coated surface,

and

heating said rubber body and said epoxy resin coated
surface to a bond-form ng tenperature and mai ntaini ng said
pressure and tenperature for a tine sufficient to formsaid
bond.

The prior art set forth belowis relied upon by the
Exam ner

as evi dence of obvi ousness:

Ti benham 2,657,162 Cct. 27, 1953
Canpbel | 3, 586, 568 June 22, 1971
Huber et al. (Huber) 3,802, 989 Apr. 9, 1974
Kei et al. (Kei) 4,889, 578 Dec. 26, 1989

The admtted prior art described on pages 2 and 3 of the subject
speci fication.

Claim1 stands rejected under the 35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being
unpat ent abl e over Huber in view of the admtted prior art.
Clainms 2-7 stand rejected under the 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103 as
bei ng
unpat ent abl e over Canpbell in view of the admtted prior art and
further in view of either Kei or Tibenham
We refer to the brief and reply brief and to the answer for

a conpl ete discussion of the opposing viewpoints expressed by
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the Appellant and by the Exam ner concerning the above noted

rejections.
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CPI NI ON

These rejections cannot be sustai ned.

W agree with the Appellant that the conbined teachi ngs of
Huber and the admtted prior art would not have suggested the
nmet hod of appealed claim1 including particularly the form ng
and pressing steps thereof. At best, Huber and the admtted
prior art woul d have suggested pressing a neoprene rubber body
(which inherently contains a chlorinated surface) against an
uncur ed adhesive coating or |ayer between the rubber body and a
netal surface (e.g., see the paragraph bridging colums 1 and 2
of Huber). In contrast, as correctly explained by the Appell ant
in the brief and especially the reply brief, appealed claiml
requires “pressing said chlorinated surface [of the rubber body]
agai nst sai d epoxy resin-coated surface” wherein the coating of
epoxy resin is cured as recited in the formng step of appeal ed
claim 1.

It follows that we cannot sustain the Examiner’s § 103
rejection of appealed claim 1l as being unpatentable over
Huber in view of the admtted prior art.

As for the §8 103 rejection of appealed clains 2-7, we do

not share the Exam ner’s conclusion that it woul d have been
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obvi ous to conmbine the applied prior art teachings in the nanner
proposed. For exanple, we perceive no suggestion or reasonable
expectation for success regarding the Exam ner’s proposal to
nodi fy the nethod of Canpbell to include the epoxy resin coating
of the admtted prior art in conbination with the chlorinated
rubber teaching of Kei or Tibenham [In essence, therefore, the
rejection of these clains contains the sanme deficiency as the
rejection of claim1. That is, the here applied prior art
sinmply woul d not have suggested a nethod of effecting a bond by
pressing a chlorinated surface of a rubber body agai nst and
epoxy resin coated surface wherein the coating of epoxy resin is
cured rather than uncured as in the Canpbell, Kei and Ti benham
ref erences.

In light of the foregoing, we al so cannot sustain the
Examiner's 8 103 rejection of claim2-7 as being unpatentable
over
Campbell in view of the admtted prior art and further in view

of either Kei or Tibenham
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The deci sion of the Examner is reversed.

REVERSED

BRADLEY R. GARRI S
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

CHUNG K. PAK APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES

BEVERLY A. PAW.| KOABKI
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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